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Abstract 
The purpose of this experimental action research was to examine the effectiveness of explicit teaching in reducing the number of 
the mistakes made by Turkish foreign language learners at lower levels who have difficulty with the accurate use of “to be” in 
sentence structure. It was conducted by a team of 2 teachers on 40 students in two different classes at a private university in Istanbul, 
Turkey. Data was collected via the gross number of mistakes made on prompts given before and after the treatment and analyzed 
with the help of SPSS and G-Power software. While found to be statistically insignificant because of a small sample size, the results 
of this study found that both implicit and explicit teaching methods were effective in teaching students. At the same time, the results 
implied that implicit education is more advantageous to the student. In this way, this particular project should serve as a base for 
more statistically sound future research to explore the importance given to the usage of L1 and explicit teaching in monolingual 
language classroom settings. 
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1. Introduction 
Methods of grammar instruction is a very controversial issue, because the results, typically viewed as the learner’s 
production of the target language that emerge after teaching could also be debatable. However, according to Burgess 
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and Etherington (2002) and Borg and Burns (2008), no matter how controversial the instruction methodology is, it is 
widely approved that having conscious attention to form by the students and giving formal instruction promote 
language learning in a great deal. This issue can also be adapted to the use of stative verbs and mainly verb “to be” in 
EFL classrooms in Turkey. As far as it is observed and pointed out by many instructors verbally, Turkish learners 
have some common mistakes about the use of verb “to be” a lot. 
According to ‘‘The effects of language transfer in Turkish EFL learners’’, Turkish adult learners’ difficulty to 
acquire the word order patterns in English is due to the differences in the syntactic structure of both Turkish and 
English (Mede, Tutal, Ayaz, ÇalÕúÕr, and AkÕn, 2014). For example, even though the usual word order in Turkish is 
SOV (subject-object-verb), it is not obligatory. The verb or the subject in a sentence do not have to be in a “fixed” 
order. There might be some changes in the meaning, but it is not completely lost and it might still stay accurate. 
However, in English the usual word order is SVO (subject-verb-object) and it is not as flexible as Turkish. Considering 
the differences in both languages, one source of information can be errors that appear to be influenced by a student’s 
first language (L1). In a similar way, the verb ‘‘to be’’ has a similar issue to this syntactic order because in all the 
course books and other materials used for teaching to adults, verb “to be” is the first unit of the language to introduce 
the learners. For that reason, learners might assume that “to be” has always a priority in a sentence and must be written 
together with the subject no matter what the tense aspect of the sentence is.  One possible reason for this is “to be” 
has a complementary meaning in Turkish and as it is stated in Asheghian (2015), some grammatical forms which have 
a different way of usage in student’s first language and irregular are not easy to acquire simply through exposure.  
This issue with the proper use of the verb ‘‘to be’’ is especially true towards the tendency to add copula “be” before 
the main verb of the sentence and to omit “-ing” when making a sentence in Present Continuous Tense. In a task given 
to the learners after teaching Present Continuous Tense, there were mistakes. For instance, “She is take a shower”; 
“She is clean herself”.  This particular issue with Turkish students’ difficulty with learning the verb ‘‘to be’’ with 
regards to the Simple Present and Present Continuous Tense is the focus of this experimental design, with the goal 
being to determine the best method to instruct students on this particular grammatical instruction. 
2. Explicit-implicit teaching and linking verb “to be”
In the field of second language acquisition (SLA), it has been a debate whether explicit grammar teaching through 
focusing on forms has more advantages than implicit grammar teaching through communicative focus or vice versa. 
However, there is not a certain answer to this question because both of the teaching methods contribute to learners’ 
language learning process in different ways. However, before describing our project, we must first discuss a few, key, 
contrasting terms: implicit and explicit teaching methods as well as inductive and deductive teaching methods. While 
these similarly contrasting sets of terms also associated many philosophical terms are, most commonly knowledge 
and learning, we are predominantly focused solely on these terms within the terms of teaching methods. In this way, 
these terms are used predominantly to design and categorize our teaching styles for the experiment. 
The first of these terms is implicit. Ellis, Loewen, Erlam (2006) explain that implicit learning is where students 
acquire knowledge about underlying structure of a complex stimulus environment by a naturally occurring and simple 
process without conscious operations. In simpler terms, this is educating students without formally explaining the 
primary lesson to the students. This implicit style lends itself to the concept of inductive teaching, where the students 
observe a process and deduce overall conclusions about a subject. This is the definition given in Felder and 
Silverman’s (1988) ‘‘Learning Teaching Styles in Engineering Education’’ (1988 & 2002, p.677). Similarly, they 
point out that this is the natural style of human learning, thereby making it one of the most effective ways for a human 
to learn a subject because it engages their mind to figure out a solution to a problem. In contrast to the inductive 
teaching style is that of deductive teaching. Felder and Silverman (1988) define this style as where the student 
principles are taught before application into the real world. 
Because of its need for broad and generalized terms to apply to specific situations, deductive learning is rooted in 
the concept of explicit knowledge and learning. As the opposite of implicit, Ellis, Loewen, and Erlam (2006) defines 
explicit knowledge as the knowledge that learners are consciously aware of and that is typically only available through 
controlled. In essence, it is what a student can explain what they understand. While induction is the natural learning 
method, Felder and Silverman (1988) argue that deductive teaching is the natural teaching method. Therefore, teachers 
find it easier to explain the entire concept before they can explain to students why those principles are important for 
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the subject. However, as Felder and Silverman (1988) explain, this becomes an issue because the principles are 
presented as being too clear cut, making exceptions difficult for students to comprehend. When applied to linguistics, 
this problem becomes quite evident. In this case, if students’ focus is mostly on grammar (read as ‘‘principles of 
language’’), students may become too concerned with creating the most grammatically correct, which in turn would 
limit their ability to effectively communicate. Thus, Felder and Silverman argue that inductive teaching is better than 
deductive teaching. 
Despite this support for implicit and inductive teaching, experimental-styled research on explicit and implicit 
teaching a second language acquisition has indicated that there might be some differences as to learners’ errors and 
success based on the type of the teaching method. In 2005, Negro and Chanquoy’s ‘‘Explicit and Implicit Training of 
Subject–Verb Agreement Processing in 3rd and 5th Grades’’ focused on the explicit and implicit training of subject-
verb agreement processing for French language students. The results revealed that significant decrease in agreement 
errors between pre-test and post-test regardless of the training group, suggesting that agreement rules may be explicitly 
or implicitly taught. However, it was indicated that younger writers took extra advantage of the explicit training during 
the training sessions, they did not do so during the post-test. Similarly but unrelated, Ellis, Loewen, and Erlam 
conducted an experimental research project on the implicit and explicit corrective feedback and the acquisition of L2 
grammar with their study, "Implicit and explicit corrective feedback and the acquisition of L2 grammar" (2006), 
finding that statistical comparisons of the learners’ performance on the post tests showed a clear advantage for explicit 
feedback over implicit feedback.  
These findings towards the merits of explicit teaching are further bolstered by Purcell-Gates, Duke and Martineau’s 
‘‘Learning to read and write genre specific text: Roles of authentic experience and explicit teaching’’ (2007) text as 
well as Vanpatten and Borst’s ‘‘The Roles of Explicit Information and Grammatical Sensitivity in Processing 
Instruction’’ (2012), Hu’s ‘‘Should Grammar be Taught?’’ (2012), focused on the issue of the language accuracy and 
language proficiency, Yamagata and Yoshida’s ‘‘Image-based Basic Verb Learning through Learner-centred and 
Teacher centred Approaches’’ (2015), and Farshi and Baghbani’s ‘‘The Effects of Implicit and Explicit Focus on 
Form on Oral Accuracy of EFL Learners’’ (2015). However, it is important to note that all of these studies revolved 
around the issues of explicit teaching in order to improve student accuracy with language. Thus, while implicit 
teaching may be viewed as a ‘‘better method’’ towards actual language acquisition, explicit teaching is a proven 
method towards improving students’ accuracy with the language. 
When all the studies mentioned above are taken into consideration, both teaching methods contribute to students’ 
learning process. However, obviously, explicit teaching is thought to have more advantages in a foreign language 
classroom setting because of its natural teaching style and advantages in aiding linguistic accuracy. Teaching accuracy 
is a broad field and it is also necessary to pay attention to learners’ errors, mistakes and success related to explicit and 
implicit teaching methods. To add this research, the present study aims to examine whether explicit teaching can 
reduce the amount of the mistakes made by the learners at lower levels who have difficulty with the accurate use of 
“to be”. 
3. Research design 
This research is based on quasi-experimental design. In this study there were two groups, a control (implicitly-
taught) and an experimental (explicitly-taught) group. In order to test the effect between implicit and explicit teaching 
on the use of verb “to be” in L2 learners, we used two different randomly assigned classes from the repeat elementary 
L-2 students. Comparing pre-test and post test scores of the two groups, through the raw number of errors displayed, 
then showed the effectiveness of the teaching styles used with each class. 
3.1. Setting and participants 
The participants of this study were afternoon class students at a university English-language preparatory program 
in Istanbul, who had 20 hours of English lesson per week. To enhance and reinforce language learning, the preparatory 
program of the university also provides some facilities such as, CALL Centers (Computer Assisted Learning Centers) 
to give students the opportunity to improve their English by doing online activities, Writing and Learning Center 
586   Buse Aral et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  232 ( 2016 )  583 – 590 
where students can make a reservation for a tutorial so that they can improve their writing skills, Resource Library 
where students can borrow books, journals etc., various workshops including grammar, speaking, writing etc. to 
provide more hands on activities and practice on the target structure, instructor tutorials to give a chance to the students 
so that they can work with their instructors as one-to-one, different types of clubs including Poetry Club and Cinema 
Club for the students to participate in more communicative activities. 
The reason why these groups of students were chosen is that elementary repeat students (the students who started 
as elementary and could not pass their level at the end of the term) tend to use their mother tongue while focusing on 
the target structures and do not have adequate knowledge of basic language skills. That’s why, they have the 
inclination to make mistakes while using the linking verb “to be” under the influence of their mother tongue.  
In this study, the data was collected during the second quarter of the year. The subjects of control group were 15, 
Level-2 (elementary) repeat students with an age range from 18 to 22 years old. All students took the placement test 
at the beginning of the academic year and they all started the year as Level-2 learners. However, they failed their level 
either due to absenteeism or their low grades. 
3.2. Data instruments 
In pre- and post-tests, we used two different instruments with similar questions based on the same topics, Simple 
Present Tense and Present Progressive Tense. The tests were taken from the same private university’s assessment 
folder with the permission of Level-2 Repeat Coordinator.
The Pre-Test (Appendix A) was a test consisting of 6 questions to give information about actions and the 
explanation of a person’s job routines. The questions aimed to test the knowledge of the participants to use the verb 
tenses, especially verb “to be” correctly. With the aim of answering questions, students were to write a paragraph 
consisting of 150 words. 
The Post Test (Appendix B) was a test consisting of some pre-tasks including an e-mail example and questions 
needed to be answered before the tests were given to the participants. The pre-tasks aimed to prepare the students for 
the targeted post-test and the post-test aimed to test the knowledge of the participants by asking for an answer to the 
given example e-mail by explaining a couple of people’s daily routines and actions. It was not completely the same 
test; however, it had the same basis as the pre-test and asked for a paragraph consisting of 150 words. 
3.3. Teaching methods and data procedure 
For the purposes of the study, implicit instruction was used for the control group and, explicit instruction was used 
for the experimental group. The differentiated teaching methods and treatment for the experimental group lasted for 
14 days. 
Implicit Instructional Group (IIG) and Explicit Instructional Group (EIG) included 23 students in each class. 
However, since the students were “repeated” learners, many of them did not attend the lessons. Repeat level students 
were either absent or had low grades also in the previous terms. For that reason, there were only 15 participants in IIG 
and 15 participants in EIG taken the pre-test on the same day prior to treatment.  Following the pre-test and the 
treatment, the number of the participants who took the post-tests were the same with the number of the participants 
taken the pre-tests. 
4. Results  
The participating students were asked to do a pre-test and a post-test so as to see their improvements in reducing 
the mistakes of the target structure as to the amount of learning. After collecting the data, descriptive statistics were 
analysed for the two groups on the classes’ pre-test and post-test scores as well as the difference between the two, 
using SPSS software conducted by Farshi and Baghbani (2015) (version 22). The results are displayed in Table 1. and 
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Table 1. The results of pre-test and post-test  
   Group  N  Mean      SD  SE 
Pre-test  1.00  12 5.6667   3.74975               1.08246 
                2.00  14 6.1429   3.57033               0.95421 
Post-test  1.00  12 1.0000   1.12815               0.32567 
2.00  14 1.4286   1.65084               0.44121 
Difference  1.00  12 4.8333   3.51188               1.01379 
   2.00  14 4.7143   3.14835               0.84143 
 
 Observing these results above, it seems that the implicit group had slightly larger loss in the gross number of 
mistakes of the verb ‘‘to be’’ from their pre-tests to post-tests than the explicitly taught group. Thus, these findings 
imply that implicit education seems that it has slightly more positive effects on reducing the mistakes of the verb “to 
be” than explicit education. 
However, as further reading into the SPSS statistical report displays, there is one major caveat to the findings of 
this report: the data is statistically insignificant. According to results, there was no significant difference between the 
scores of implicit teaching group and explicit teaching group students for pre-test, t (24) = -.331, p>.05.  However, 
contrary to the hypothesis, there was also no significant difference between the scores of students who received 
different types of teaching styles for the post-test, t (24) =-. 759, p>.05. 
Thus, the data is not significantly different from each other. Although these results fail at our confidence level of 
95%, they also would not hold up at lower acceptable confidence levels, such as 70-55%. Thus, while there was an 
observed difference in the changes between the implicit and explicit group, any differences noted cannot be used to 
definitively correlate implicit or explicit teaching with improved learning. 
The most probable reason the tests showed that there were statistically insignificant differences among the groups 
on the grammaticality judgment pre-tests and post-tests is most likely because of the sample size used in this 
experiment. Originally, due to the number of absences among participants, we analysed data which was derived out 
of each test on 15 participants. As there were a control group and an experimental group, total participants were 
intended to be 30 students. Nonetheless, this was an unsuitable number of participants to properly and statistically 
analyse the data. On top of this low initial sample size, there were further reasons to disqualify some students’ scores. 
Overall, the implicit group lost two participants, while the explicit group lost one as the experiment continued. Also, 
there was one participant who neglected to put his/her name on the post-test. Because of the other losses, it was 
impossible to maintain the full class numbers. Thus, the total number of calculable participant results was 26—not 30, 
as was intended. For this reason, the uneven nature of the results possibly skewed the results of the findings.  
So, to properly test this hypothesis and to be able to analyse the results statistically, the sample size needs to be 
increased dramatically. Using G-Power statistical software, we can calculate that this experiment would require 84 
participants, broken into two groups of 42, to properly show significance at a 95% confidence level. Also, to account 
for the issues of students dropping out of the study, and for simplicities sake, this sample size should be increased to 
120 students, broken into six groups of 20 students.1 In this way, this follow up study can truly test whether or not 
implicit teaching has more positive effects than explicit teaching. 
After analysing the pre and post-test, we found that the implicit group had a slightly larger improvement on their 
mean difference by nearly a tenth of a point. Thus, the data implies that implicit teaching is more effective than explicit 
explanations. However, because the small sample size led to statistically insignificant results, the results of this 
experiment cannot correlate or prove causation between implicit education and the test results. Therefore, we advocate 
for further testing with a test population of at least 120 students. This way, the follow up research would be able to 




1 1 This would not only increase sample size, but it would also diversify the teacher set. Therefore, it could allow for multiple teachers to 
participate in the study, controlling for individual teacher effectiveness with each style. 
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5. Discussion 
The results show that even though both explicit and implicit teaching have positive effects on EFL students’ 
learning process, there is no significant difference between the post scores of control and experimental groups and 
although students of control group seem that they have less mistakes in their post-test results, it is not enough to define 
implicit teaching as a better method to use in EFL classrooms. Moreover, there are also many different opinions from 
different researchers. While a recent study shows that explicit focus on form is more profitable than implicit focus 
(Farshi & Baghbani, 2015), according to Afshari & Oroujlou (2012) implicit focus on form is more effective than 
explicit teaching technique and it improves fluency rates of the learners as well as accuracy rates.  
At the same time, this particular research and findings only focus on the use of verb “to be” in Simple Present and 
Present Progressive Tense with Turkish English students. It was also limited to only one pre-test and one post-test. 
Moreover, treatment only lasted for 14 days. Therefore, the results might have changed or the results shown significant 
difference between the groups if the treatment had lasted longer or if the number of the participants had been as high 
as it was calculated on G- Power statistical software. 
6. Conclusion 
Literature demonstrates that there is not a concrete evidence on which technique results in better solutions in 
English language teaching. The aim of this study was to focus on whether explicit teaching is effective on minimizing 
the verb “to be” errors of students at lower levels in monolingual classroom settings. Considering the literature review 
and the methods of explicit and implicit teaching, two random classes were assigned and both of them received a pre-
test before the treatment. After the pre-test, one of the classes was taught implicitly and the other one was taught 
explicitly. After 14 days of treatment, both of the classes were given the post-test in terms of checking the difference 
and analysing the data of the study. As the results of the study show that both types of teaching seems effective; 
however, in terms of having more reliable and valid data, it is suggested that there is a need for further research with 
a higher number of participants and also other English structures of form focused and meaning focused instruction on 
learners who differ in levels, ages, and educational backgrounds to be able to generalize the results. 
 
Appendix A. The Pre-test 
 
1. Choose a person in your family. Write about his/ her job rountines. What time does s/he go to work? 
What does s/he do at work? What does s/he do after work?  
What is s/he doing at the moment? Who is s/he going out with these days? Where are they going out? 







CB Writing Task I 
NAME: ________________ 
CLASS: ________________ 
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Appendix B. The post-test 
 
 
1. Complete the box for some of the people in your family. 
Family 
Member 
Name Job What are they doing now? 






Secretary Talking on the phone (now) 












Level 2R  
Week 2 
CB Writing Task 2 
2014-2015 
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Dear ...................., 
Thanks for your e-mail. Let me tell you about my family. My father is a doctor. 
His name’s Marco and my mother’s name is Maria. She worked in a bank for 20 
years, but now she is retired. Now, she is doing some housework. My father is in 
the hospital right now and he is helping a patient. I don’t have any brothers, but I 
have 3 sisters. Their names are Carla, Monica and Katarina. Carla and Monica are 
students at Rome University. At the moment, they are doing their homework. They 
get a lot of homework. My older sister, Katarina is an actress. She is famous in 
Italy. She is starring in a soap opera these days. 
Hope to see you soon, 
Gianfranco 
3. Read the message again to learn about his family, and answer the questions. 
1. What does Gianfranco’s mother do?  
2. What do his sisters do?  
3. What are Carla and Monica doing now?  
4. What is Katarina doing these days?  
 (Each of these questions were followed by a blank line for students to write their answer)
4. Now, write a reply to Gianfranco. Tell him about your family. Use the information in the table to help you. 
(This question was followed by a lined-page to fill out the answer) 
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